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question arose at the trial as to a fall or a grasp, but the
aspect of the broken cartilage, as may be seen in the woodcut,
placed the fall out of question. Further, the evidence given
by me as to the burglars, who turned Queen’s evidence, con-
firmed the correctness of this judgment. A fifth person
had, it seemed, been an actor in the affair-cautiously de-
scribed throughout as "the absent man. " To this individual’s
care the old lady had been consigned, he finding her on the
cellar steps, where it would appear, to use his own language,
he had unintentionally "put the old lady’s light out, " having
seized hold of her very clumsy" and squeezed her too tight
whilst his companions completed the robbery. One of the
prisoners was sentenced to fourteen years’ penal servitude ;
whilst the "absent man," the real murderer, escaped and
to this day has not been found.-I imagine the authors of the
communication in question were not aware of my record.
I am, Sirs, yours faithfully,
OLIVER PEMBEBTON.
Temple-row, Birmingham, Feb. 27th, 1893.
R
ISOLATION v. INUNCTION.
To the Editors of THE LANCET.
SIRS,&mdash;A report having appeared in certain papers that the
Chelmsford Rural Sanitary Authority had decided to erect an I
Isolation Hospital, I received a communication from Mr. I
Curgenven, M.R.C.S., Teddington, advocating inunction in
lieu of isolation, and stating that " The Enfield Local Board
were going to build a hospital eighteen months ago, but they
tried inunction by the ...... eucalyptus disinfectant, and have
continued it ever since. The Bexley Local Board also gave up
the idea of building a hospital last year in favour of inunction,
and last week the Hitchin Local Board did the same." "
’Singularly enough, in November last I received a letter from a
gentleman at Hitchin directing my attention to two letters
which had been published in a local paper. One of them
was very similar to that from which I have just quoted, but
Chelmsford was one of the places stated to have adopted the
method of inunction instead of building a hospital. I replied
’that so far as my district was concerned there was no foundation
for the statement. Upon receipt of Mr. Curgenven’s letter I
’communicated with my friend at Hitchin and with the
medical officers of health of the other districts named. Dr.
Ridge (Enfield) replied : "We have used eucalyptus, but
without evidence of the value said to attach to it. We are
proceeding with plans for our permanent hospital." Mr.
Sunderland (Bexley) said : ’’ There is no foundation for the
statement." Dr. Hayward (Haydock) answered: "There is
no ground for saying that the use of this preparation of
’eucalyptus has been relied on instead of isolation....... My
board, after repeated recommendations, are at present
.engaged in making provision for isolation." The reply from
Hitchin was : "It is quite incorrect that our local board
’declined to build an isolation hospital in favour of inunction. "
Mr. Carter (Chelmsford Urban Sanitary District) said : The
-statement made is absolutely without foundation."
Letters such as Mr. Curgenven is writing are calculated
’to do a considerable amount of mischief if his statements
.are allowed to pass unchallenged. Medical officers of
;]health have difficulty enough in persuading their authorities
to make provision for isolating infectious diseases without
’encountering opposition from a member of their own pro-
fession who allows his zeal in advocating inunction to out-
run his discretion. As I have given the special preparation
referred to by Mr. Curgenven a prolonged trial, using it
freely during several epidemics, I may be allowed to say that
it has repeatedly failed to prevent the spread of the infection
of scarlet fever. I am, Sirs, yours truly,
Feb. 28th, 1893. JOHN C. THRESH.
" SYMPHYSIOTOMY."
To the Editors of THE LANCET.
SIR,&mdash;It would certainly be a misfortune, as your corre-
spondent " M. R. C. P. " suggests, if the revival of symphy-
siotomy were to lead to any less attention being paid to
simpler methods of delivery, such as turning and the applica-
tion of the forceps ; or if symphysiotomy were to be performed
in cases where delivery might be effected by the use of
the forceps in skilled hands. " M. R. C. P. " cannot intend to
suggest that there was any want of skill in the use of the
forceps on the part of an expert such as Professor Pinard.
It seems to me that the indication for symphysiotomy is to be
found not so much in the precise measurements of the pelvis
in any particular case, but rather where the forceps has been
thoroughly tried unavailingly, and the alternatives of cranio-
tomy or Cassarean section alone remain. This was the indica-
tion in the case in which I performed symphysiotomy on
Feb. 12th at the London Hospital. I will not enter into the
particulars of the case, as it is not yet complete, except to
say that two attempts to deliver by means of the forceps
were made under chloroform without success, and that as the
head was engaged turning was out of the question. After
dividing the symphysis delivery was effected by the forceps
very easily and, though the child was for a few minutes in
a state of suspended animation, it was rapidly revived by
the usual means and is now quite well.
I am, Sirs, yours faithfully,
Wimpole-street, W., Feb. 28th, 1893. ARTHUR H. N. LEWERS,.
THE PHENYL-HYDRAZIN TEST.
To the Editors of THE LANCET.
SIRS,-In THE LANCET of Feb. 18th you give prominence
to the fact that Mr. Stillingfleet Johnson demonstrated the
phenyl-hydrazin test for sugar before a recent meeting of the
Royal Medical and Chirurgical Society, and it is satisfactory
to find that the value of this admirable test is vouched for
by such competent authorities as Dr. Curnow and Mr.
Johnson. It might be inferred, however, that the method
was now heard of for the first time in England and even
that it was altogether new. But this is by no means the
case. The test has for many years enjoyed a high reputation
abroad. My friend Professor von Jaksch of Graz, writing
more than five years ago, asserted not only that it
was a good test but that it was the best-that
it was, in fact, the arbiter of the sugar tests and
indispensable in every case where it was necessary to dis-
criminate between sugar on the one hand and glycuronic acid,
kreatinin and whatever other reducing agents there might be
in the urine, on the other. Professor von Jaksch was one of the
earliest, the most constant, and decidedly the most authori-
tative of the panegyrists of phenyl-hydrazin. His book,
Klinische Diagnostik," fully describes the test, and refers
to it more than once as by far the most trustworthy and the
most adequate for its purpose. This book has found its way
into many languages, and amongst others into English three
years ago. It has gone through a second edition too, and
it is so far probable that it has been read. Within that
limit, then, it may be asserted that even in England the test is
not new. I think it necessary to mention this because the
impression which I would remove is one that might fairly
become a reproach in the mouths of our foreign critics,
amongst whom THE LANCET has assiduous readers.
I am, Sirs, yours truly,
Wimpole-street, W., Feb. 24th, 1893. JAMES CAGNEY.
" SENSITIVENESS OF THE PERITONEUM."
To the Editors of THE LANCET.
SIRS,&mdash;It was surely not worth Mr. Lawson Tait’s trouble
to write such a letter as that of last week, except with the
object of having one last abusive word in the discussion.
With regard to the sensitiveness of the peritoneum I am con-
fident that the readers of THE LANCET will estimate my con-
tribution as at least equivalent to some that Mr. Tait thought
worthy of publication in its columns. As for my "purely sense-
less " criticism, Mr. Lawson Tait is too clear-headed a man
to have missed the point of my exposure of his inconsistency
in his capacity of champion of the anti -vivisectionists. I did
not allege that either Mr. Bland Sutton or Dr. Arthur W.
Johnstone obtained their material by vivisection, though it
is difficult to see the difference between obtaining the tissues
from a living animal which is killed before it recovers con-
sciousness and killing the same species of animal suddenly in
order to obtain an organ for investigation. Whether the
material comes living from the zoological garden or dead
from the butcher’s shop, it is still material obtained from
lower animals, and it was from such material that the
inferences were partly drawn upon which ’&deg; Tait’s theory of
menstruation" was founded. I, therefore, maintain that the
point in my letter regarding the alleged impossibility of
drawing inferences from the lower animals to man was
abundantly made out; no amount of casuistry will conceal
